a b s t r a c t
Past research showing a bias towards the larger non-symbolic number by adults and children in line bisection tasks (de Hevia & Spelke, 2009 ) has been challenged by Gebuis and Gevers, suggesting that area subtended by the stimulus and not number is responsible for the biases. I review evidence supporting the idea that although sensitivity to number might be relatively affected by visual cues, number is a major, salient property of our environment. The influence of non-numerical cues might be seen as the concurrent processing of dimensions that entail information of magnitude, without implying that number is constructed out of those dimensions.
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In a series of three experiments, Gebuis and Gevers first replicate initial findings made by de Hevia and Spelke (2009) of a systematic bias towards the larger number in a line bisection task with non-symbolic numerical flankers (arrays of dots), while in the final experiment they manipulate the area subtended by the flankers, and report a bias towards the smaller number (which occupies a larger subtended area). With their work, Gebuis and Gevers open a discussion on the effect of visual cues on number processing, and on which are the dimensions of magnitude that are considered relevant when the 'larger' of two stimuli is spontaneously determined.
In previous reports adults showed a bias towards the larger number when bisecting a line flanked by Arabic digits (de Hevia, Girelli, & Vallar, 2006; Fischer, 2001) , while non-symbolic number was used in de Hevia and Spelke to investigate spatial biases related to number in children and adults. In this study, a bias towards the larger number was systematically observed after controlling each of these variables in separate experiments: total area, total contour length, and gap between the line and the flankers. When identical black circles enclosed the dots arrays, providing a strong cue for equal subtended areas in both flankers, bisection was again biased towards the larger number. Moreover, the spatial biases shown by adult participants were equal irrespective of the notation used (Arabic and arrays of dots), in line with the view of an abstract numerical representation common to numbers in any notation or modality (Barth, Kanwisher, & Spelke, 2003; Piazza, Pinel, Le Bihan, & Dehaene, 2007) .
In their study, Gebuis and Gevers report the same results for Experiments 1 and 2 after controlling for total area and total contour length, respectively, while in Experiment 3 a bias towards the smaller number is found. In their three experiments, the bias is found towards the array of dots that occupies a larger subtended area. When spatial biases related to number were previously reported with Arabic numbers as flanking stimuli (de Hevia et al., 2006; Fischer, 2001) , the 'problem' of controlling for continuous variables that usually co-vary with number was absent. However, the study by Gebuis and Gevers suggests that when nonsymbolic number is used, participants are not only sensitive to these non-numerical cues, but can even base their magnitude judgments on them. To better characterize numerical processing, research is needed on the conditions that favor numerical vs. non-numerical magnitude
